US PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS 2016 (2)


DEMOCRACY CAN BE VERY SILLY

If you use the wrong formula, you get the wrong answer.  Basically, the US Presidential elections consists of two first-past-the-post elections, FPTP.  To use FPTP once is silly, but to use it twice, oh, crazy.

In New Hampshire Primaries, for example, 35% of committed Republicans – or that’s the theory – voted for Trump, but he won 50% of the delegates.  That’s not fair.  In the Presidential election itself, of course, the committed Republican only had Trump to vote for.  That’s not fair either.  In a word, FPTP can be hopelessly inaccurate.

But vote they did.  Clinton v Trump.  She gets 47.62% of the vote, he gets 47.25%.  So she wins, and its FPTP, so she wins all 4 of the delegates.  That’s unfair as well.

What’s wrong with freedom of choice?  Why not a list of candidates – let’s say, Clinton, Cruz, Johnson, Sanders, Stein and Trump – and then let the voters cast their preferences?[footnoteRef:1]  The voter who prefers Cruz to Trump may cast a 1st preference for the former and a 2nd for Trump; likewise, any Sanders supporters could participate with hope and enthusiasm. [1:  	Two electoral systems – PR-STV, proportional representation, single transferable vote, and the quota Borda system, QBS – encourage parties to nominate only as many candidates as they think they might get elected.  So, if the election were to elect both a President and a Vice (as in their original electoral system), or maybe a second vice as well, then no one party would want to nominate more than two or three candidates, minor parties would want to propose only one, and everything would be perfectly feasible. ] 


And what’s wrong with a bit of fairness?  If the hopelessly unfair first round had been analysed on a proportional basis, then even the unfair FPTP popular vote could have produced a slightly fairer electoral college.  Instead of 232 to Clinton and 306 to Trump, then, as per the following table, it would have been 269 each.
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